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extensive that the charters of the East India Company and the
Levant and Russia Companies were all infringed. This time the
threatened companies were put to the expense of buying out their
rivals. Worst of all, Charles authorized a courtier, Endymion
Porter, to fit out privateers to sail in the Red Sea, and soon
there was formed the Courteen Association, so called from the
name of its leading capitalist, Sir William Courteen, a wealthy
merchant with interests in London and Middelburg. Authoriza-
tion was now given to the new group to establish factories or
trading stations in all places in India where the East India
Company had none. The new association, however, was after
quicker returns than were likely to be obtained from legitimate
trade, and soon began to import base money into India and
thus dealt a heavy blow to the credit of the older company.
Furthermore, in 1640 Charles bought on a kind of instalment
plan the East India Company's stock of pepper, sold it at a loss,
and therefore depreciated the market for future sales, but never
made any payments.1 The history of other companies would
reveal similar, though usually not so extensive, grievances
against the Crown. Therefore it is not surprising to find that
the London merchants, after suffering such infringements of
charter rights and heavy losses needlessly inflicted to enrich
courtiers, were in general hearty supporters of the parliamentary
cause.
The depression which developed in the late 30*3 reached a
crisis when Charles I seized the bullion in the Tower, for,
although it was restored, confidence was undermined. A
proposal to debase the coinage, which was abandoned before
being put into execution, further weakened confidence. During
1640-50 the depression continued. The civil wars violently
interrupted trade. The attempt of the king to cut off supplies
from London was most serious, in view of its prominence as
the commercial centre of England. Heavy taxes increased the
distress caused by the fighting. The parliamentarians spent
annually about three times the revenue enjoyed by Charles I
prior to the civil wars, and deficits ran high. So far as parlia-
ment had a definite policy with regard to trade, it seems to
have been to suppress monopolies in England but to encourage
companies with exclusive rights to trade abroad- Thus an
1 William Foster, 'Charles I and the East India Company', En£. Hist. Rev.,
sax. 456-63.

